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Applicants submit this request pursuant to the New Pre- Appeal Conference Pilot 
Program described in the United States Patent and Trademark Office OG Notice entitled 
"New Pre- Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program" and dated 12 July 2005. The request 
is filed together with a Notice of Appeal. Review of the matters identified below by a 
panel of examiners is requested because the rejections of record are clearly not proper 
and are without basis, in view of a clear legal or factual deficiency in the rejections. 
Applicants reserve all rights to address additional matters on appeal in any subsequent 
appeal brief 

Claims 1-10, 14-15 and 18-19 stand rejected under § 102(b) as allegedly being 
anticipated by U.S. 6,342,907 ("Petty")- Claims 1 1-13, 16-17 and 20 stand rejected 
under § 103(a) as allegedly being anticipated by Petty in view ofDevDaily.com 
(http://www.devdaily.com/java/edu/vc/vc010003/)(DevShed) , which bears a copyright 
mark of 1998. These rejections are traversed. 

Apphcants submit that the present office action raises similar issues to those 
already addressed in the first pre-appeal and first office action reply and respectfully 
requests favorable reconsideration. 

Applicants specifically request the panel to review the issues below. 

I. Petty and DevShed Do Not Show a First Type of Panel 

The present independent claims have been described in previous responses and 
Applicant incorporates those responses here. The "first type of panels" recited in each 
independent claim is simply not disclosed or suggested in the present references, let alone 
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a conversion of such a type of panel. In short, the claims state that "a configuration table 
... is tied to logic that specifies how the panel of the first type interacts with a backend of 
the computer system" and the method includes the step of "activating an automated 
process that reads field attributes in a first configuration table . . .". 

In the first pre-appeal, AppUcants explained that the references then reUed on by 
the Examiner failed to show the first type of panel. In light of these arguments, the Panel 
ordered prosecution to be reopened and the Examiner then dropped the references at 
issue. Like those references, however, Petty and DevShed also do not disclose or suggest 
the first type of panel. 

Actually, Petty discloses a specification language for defining user interface 
panels that are platform-independent. (Petty title.) For this purpose, Petty has created a 
Panel Definition Markup Language (PDML) based on tags that allow a user to specify the 
exact location ofcomponents displayed in the panel. (Petty abstract.) In FIG. 1, Petty 
shows a panel conversion tool 128 that can "convert Windows resource script (.rc) files 
to an equivalent PDML representation of the panel." (Petty 7:38-49.) The resource 
script, explains Petty, is "a special programming language that allows a user to define the 
appearance and function of a panel." (Petty 2:3-5.) Petty does not disclose or suggest 
that the resource script uses any configuration table, or that such a configuration table 
should be tied to logic specifying how such a panel interacts with a backend. As such, 
Petty simply does not disclose or suggest the first type of panel as expKcitly defined in 
the present claims. 

II. Petty Does Not Convert Field Attributes 

The Examiner's reference to Petty' s panel conversion tool 1300 in FIG. 13 is not 
to the contrary. According to Petty, the tool 1300 converts "a Windows resource script 
(.rc) file 1310 to a corresponding PDML file 1320 and an associated resource bundle 
1330". (Petty 21:20-38.) But this is apparently the same resource script as Petty 
mentioned earlier, and this description therefore also fails to disclose or suggest the first 
type of panel. Indeed, Petty creates the tags of PDML so that the "components defined in 
Windows resource script are similar enough to the components defined in PDML" and 
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"the translation between the two is primarily an exercise in mapping a resource script 
component to a corresponding PDML component." (Petty 21 :27-33; emphasis added.) 
Thus, in addition to Petty' s failure to disclose or use the first type of panel, Petty also 
does not disclose that "field attributes" firom the configuration table should be "converted 
... to be compatible with the second type of panels" as recited in the present claims. 

Petty therefore does not disclose or suggest several features of the independent 
claims, and the present claims are therefore not anticipated or rendered unpatentable by 
Petty. 

DevShed, in turn, is directed to a "Visual Cafe and the five minute Tabpanel". 
(DevShed title.) DevShed mentions that a "TabPanel component" can be dragged from a 
tab and dropped on an applet. (DevShed page 2.) However, DevShed does not disclose 
the first type of panel, the corresponding configuration table and the logic tied to the 
configuration table, as recited in the present claims, and the Examiner did not contend as 
much. Therefore, Applicants respectfiilly submit that DevShed and Petty, whether 
considered alone or in combination, do not adversely affect the patentability of the 
present subject matter. 

Thus, after carefiil analysis. Applicants submit that Petty in view of DevShed fails 
to describe or suggest a panel of the first type, or conversion of field attributes, as 
required by the present claims. Petty and DevShedtherefore fail to support any of the 
above rejections, including the rejections under § 103(a), and Apphcants thus request 
withdrawal of the rejections. 

In view of the above, all of the claims are believed to be in condition for 
allowance. A formal notice of allowance is thus respectfiilly requested. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the 
absence of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement 
with or concession of that rejection, issue or coimnent. In addition, because the 
arguments made above may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of 
any or all pending claims (or other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing 
in this paper should be construed as an intent to concede any issue with regard to any 
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claim, except as specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any claim does 
not necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

This request is filed with a Notice of Appeal. Please apply any other charges or 
credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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